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The Proposed Project is expected to be operational in 2022. Long-term emissions of GHGs would result from motor 
vehicle trips associated with maintenance and operation of the proposed facilities, ongoing energy consumption, and 
area sources, such as landscaping and architectural coatings. In addition, long-term emissions of GHGs would result 
from the facilities’ water consumption. Operational GHG emissions are associated with the proposed changes at the 
WWTP site; in other words, the GHG emissions analyzed here do not include emissions from existing energy 
consumption or mobile sources associated with current site operations. Annual GHG emissions are summarized in 
Table 3.9-1. 

Table 3.9-1. Proposed Project Operational GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year) 

Source MTCO2e 
Energy (electricity) 675 
Mobile 4.1 
Water, Area sources 0.1 
Total 679 
Threshold 10,000 

Significant? No 

Results of the inventory for operational emissions are in the CalEEMod output tables in Appendix C. As shown above, 
GHG emissions from the Proposed Project would be below SBCAPCD thresholds of significance. The Proposed Project 
would not generate GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment and 
no mitigation would be necessary. 

Significance Determination Before Mitigation 

Less than Significant.  

Impact 3.9-2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan (CARB, 2017) focuses primarily on reducing GHG emissions that result from 
mobile sources and land use development. The Proposed Project would not involve a considerable increase in new 
vehicle trips or land use changes that would result in an increase in vehicle trips, such as urban sprawl. The 2017 
Climate Change Scoping Plan also recognizes that about 2% of the total energy used in the state is related to water 
conveyance; it calls for, “increased water conservation and efficiency, improved coordination and management of 
various water supplies, greater understanding of the water-energy nexus, deployment of new technologies in drinking 
water treatment, groundwater remediation and recharge, and potentially brackish and seawater desalination.” By 
augmenting local water storage, the Proposed Project would offset energy demands associated with imported water 
supplies. The Proposed Project would not, therefore, conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

The SBCAPCD has adopted thresholds of significance for long-term operational GHG emissions from proposed 
stationary source projects (SBCAPCD 2017). As discussed in Impact 3.8-1, above, the Proposed Project would not 
conflict with the adopted local thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Figure 3.11-2. Flood Hazard Zones within the Study Area 
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would only be visited once per month for monitoring, reducing the potential for flooding that impairs ability to access 
monitoring wells would occur at the same time that access is required. As such, flood and stormwater impacts 
associated with monitoring wells are less than significant. 

Construction of the AWPF could alter the existing drainage pattern of the WWTP site. All runoff from the AWPF would 
be contained within the WWTP site, which currently captures and conveys stormwater to its headworks for treatment. 
No runoff occurs from the WWTP site and existing stormwater drainage facilities at the WWTP site would be sufficient 
to address potential runoff from Proposed Project facilities constructed at the WWTP site. The Proposed Project would 
not result in the stormwater volumes or pollutant loading in excess of existing WWTP facilities. As such, significant 
impacts resulting from runoff volumes are not anticipated.  

According the FEMA FIRM for the City of Carpinteria (effective September 2018), the WWTP site is partially located in 
a 100-year flood area and partially located in a 500-year flood area (FEMA, 2018a). The proposed AWPF facilities are 
located within the portion of the site designated in the 100-year flood zone (see Figure 3.11-2). However, the 2018 
LOMR submitted by the City of Carpinteria changes nearly the entire WWTP site to Regulatory Floodway. CSD has 
submitted an appeal, to the LOMR based on a Carpinteria Creek No-Rise Determination and Certification (River Focus, 
2018) that demonstrates proposed development on the WWTP site would have no impact on the FEMA Regulatory 
Floodway or base flood elevation. Given the location of the WWTP site within a 100-year flood area, the Proposed 
Project has the potential to flood during storm events, and regardless of the outcomes of the LOMR appeal, the special 
flood hazard designation for the WWTP site would apply, requiring the AWPF to comply with the City’s municipal code 
for flood damage protection.  

A majority of the AWPF structures, including the process building and chemical storage tanks, could be inundated 
during a 100-year flood event. City General Plan Policy S-4b discourages development of critical facilities within the 
100-year floodplain. However, because the WWTP site currently exists, this policy is considered not applicable to the 
AWPF construction. City Municipal Code Section 15.50.160 requires floodproofing and/or design of below-grade 
spaces with entry and exit of flood waters. City Municipal Code Section 15.50.170 requires the design of new water 
and sewer facilities to minimize infiltration of flood waters into the system and discharge from these systems into flood 
waters. City Municipal Code Section 15.50.160prohibits encroachment on flood areas unless design can assure no 
increase in base flood elevation. AWPF site design measures would consider these Municipal Code requirements in 
design of flood protection for the new AWPF facilities. The primary flood risk would be related to stormwater that falls 
directly on the WWTP site, which would be managed through proper design of onsite drainage facilities. The Proposed 
Project would consider and comply with policies and regulations established in the City’s Municipal Code Section 15.50. 

Sea Level Rise 

Sea level rise may increase risk of flooding, especially during storm events which may impact flood levels along 
Carpinteria Creek. An analysis of the City’s Final City of Carpinteria Coastal Vulnerability and Adaptation Project was 
completed and included as Appendix H. Of the Proposed Project’s aboveground components, only the AWPF and 
conveyance pipelines adjacent to the WWTP site are located within an area potentially affected by sea level rise in the 
long-term future. No other components of the Proposed Project were modeled by the City’s vulnerability analysis as 
having potential to be impacted by sea level rise. The WWTP site is critical infrastructure for the City of Carpinteria, 
and is currently enclosed by CMU block wall, which provides protection from potential flooding from offsite sources of 
flood risk. The probability of sea level rise of five feet by 2100 is approximately 2%, and represents the degree of sea 
level rise that would directly affect the WWTP site, absent compounding effects of fluvial flooding. From the temporal 
perspective, the City’s results indicate that the WWTP site is vulnerable to some hazards (specifically the 100-year 
storm fluvial flooding and 500-year storm fluvial flooding) now and into the future. Results also indicate that vulnerability 
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driven by sea level rise combined with coastal hazards is not a concern before late in the century (2070 under H++ and 
later under other hazards). For the lifecycle of the current Proposed Project (estimated to be 30 years for the AWPF, 
pump station, and injection wells), and well beyond that through 2100, sea level rise does not represent a significant 
hazard. The CSD WWTP is relatively well protected by its existing design and exterior berm. Although the CSD’s 
wastewater collection system and pump facilities may need to address seawater intrusion earlier in this century (likely 
2080 timeframe), those shall be addressed by CSD separate from the proposed CAPP. Sea level rise impacts on the 
Proposed Project (WWTP and adjacent pipelines) are considered less than significant.  

Water-Related Seismic Hazards 

The portion of the Study Area south of U.S. Highway 101, including the WWTP site, is identified in the City’s General 
Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan as located within the potential limits of tsunami inundations and is susceptible to the 
seismic hazard of tsunami (tidal waves; City of Carpinteria, 2003). More recent tsunami mapping by the California 
Emergency Management Agency, in partnership with University of Southern California and California Geological 
Survey, shows the only part of the Study Area within a tsunami inundation area is a portion of the WWTP site. The 
proposed above-ground AWPF and associated facilities could be vulnerable to these hazards as they could be 
damaged during such events. If such an event occurs there is potential for chemicals or other pollutants to be released 
by the AWPF. The existing flood wall at the WWTP would provide some protection against tsunami, and standard 
structural and geotechnical engineering practices, such flood protection measures for chemical storage tanks, would 
be adequate for the proposed AWPF to reduce the risk of damage from tsunami. Standard structural and geotechnical 
engineering practices would also provide a degree of protection against debris flow, as described in Section 3.8, 
Geology and Soils. Impacts associated with water-related seismic hazards, such as tsunami inundation, would be less 
than significant. 

Environmental Commitments 

CVWD would obtain and comply with necessary construction permits, including the General Construction Permit and 
SWPPP, as described in Section 2.10, Environmental Commitments. 

Significance Determination Before Mitigation 

Less than Significant. 
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3.12 Land Use and Planning 

This section addresses the physical and regulatory settings for the Study Area as related to land use and planning. 
The impact analysis evaluates the potential adverse impacts of the Proposed Project related to land use and planning 
that could result from the implementation of the Proposed Project. 

3.12.1 Physical Environmental Setting – Land Use and Planning 

Land Use 

The Study Area is in an urbanized area of the City of Carpinteria and an agricultural parcel in unincorporated Santa 
Barbara County. Within the portion of the Study Area in the City, land use north of U.S. Highway 101 is primarily single 
family residential. Well Sites #1, #2, and #3 are zoned as community facility districts. Well Site #4 is also zoned as 
single family residential and is currently used by a church. There are recreational lands between El Carro Lane and 
Highway 192 that are used as parks with baseball fields, lawns, and associated amenities. There are also recreational 
lands at Aragon Drive and Santa Ynez Avenue used as a neighborhood park. The community facility parcel along 
Linden south of El Carro Lane includes school and educational facilities, while the community facility along Linden 
north of El Carro Lane is a church and associated church-owned field (City of Carpinteria, 2016).  

South of U.S. Highway 101, the City is a mix of commercial, residential, recreation, and community facilities, with limited 
utilities and industrial. The central business district is located along Linden Avenue between Carpinteria Avenue and 
6th Street, as well as along Carpinteria Avenue between Linden and Holly Avenue. Additional commercial land uses 
extend along Carpinteria Avenue from east of Carpinteria Creek to the Central Business District at Linden, and from 
Holly west to Reynolds Avenue. Commercial land uses are also located along Eugenia Place and Maple Avenue 
between U.S. Highway 101 and 8th Street, and adjacent to the railroad tracks between Elm Avenue and Palm Avenue 
(City of Carpinteria, 2016).Recreational land uses south of U.S. Highway 101 are primarily located along the coast, 
including beaches and the Carpinteria Bluffs, located across the rail track from the WWTP (City of Carpinteria, 2016). 
Community Facilities are present adjacent to the WWTP along 6th Street, at 6th Street and Walnut, 8th Street between 
Palm and Oak Avenue, and along 8th Street near Carpinteria Avenue. Additional community facilities are located north 
of Carpinteria Avenue along Vallecito Road (City of Carpinteria, 2016). These community facilities are generally 
schools, churches, and public buildings. Industrial sites are located at 6th Street and Palm Avenue, and 6th Street and 
Maple Avenue. The remaining property within the Study Area south of U.S. Highway 101 is generally a mix of single 
family and multifamily residential (City of Carpinteria, 2016). Figure 3.12-1 shows the City’s land uses in the vicinity of 
the Study Area. 

Unincorporated County within the Study Area is primarily zoned agriculture, including Well Site #6 (County of Santa 
Barbara, 2016)



 

Environmental Analysis 
Land Use and Planning 

 

 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 3.12-2 Carpinteria Valley Water District 
Carpinteria Advanced Purification Project  July 2019 

 

Figure 3.12-1. Land Use in Study Area 
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Planning 

The Proposed Project is located in both the City of Carpinteria and in unincorporated Santa Barbara County. The City 
of Carpinteria falls entirely within the Coastal Zone. As such, it is subject to both the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan (County of Santa Barbara, 2010) and the General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan for the City 
(City of Carpinteria, 2003). It is also subject to California Coastal Commission oversight as a result of being within the 
Coastal Zone.  

Coastal Land Use 

The Study Area is located on the coast, with the ocean outfall extending 1,600 feet from the WWTP into the Pacific 
Ocean. Coastal land uses between the WWTP site and the outfall include Carpinteria State Beach and associated 
recreational uses. Popular uses of the State Beach include swimming, surf fishing, tidepooling, and camping (California 
State Parks, 2014). 

3.12.2 Regulatory Framework – Land Use and Planning 

The regulatory setting describes relevant federal, State, and local laws, regulations, plans, and their associated 
agencies, that have jurisdiction over land use and planning in the Study Area. 

Federal 

Coastal Zone Management Act 

The Coastal Zone Management Act was passed by Congress in 1972. It provides for management of coastal resources, 
and aims to protect, restore, and enhance coastal resources through three programs administered by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in partnership with coastal States. In California, the Coastal Zone 
Management Act is administered in partnership with the California Coastal Commission. The National Coastal Zone 
Management Program balances competing land and water issues. The National Estuarine Research Reserve System 
protects estuaries for use as field laboratories that improve understanding of estuaries and interactions between 
estuaries and human activity. The Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program assists with acquisition of coastal 
property or easements for conservation purposes. 

State 

California Coastal Commission 

The California Coastal Commission (Coastal Commission) was established in 1972, and became a permanent body 
under the California Coastal Act of 1976. The Coastal Commission is responsible for regulating land and water use in 
the coastal zone. Development in the coastal zone general requires a coastal permit from the Coastal Commission or 
local government. The Coastal Commission also administers the federal Coastal Zone Management Act through the 
Coastal Management Program, and has regulatory control over all federal activities and federally licensed activities 
that affect coastal resources (Coastal Commission, 2019). The Coastal Commission also oversees Local Coastal 
Programs developed by local agencies. 
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Local 

Local Coastal Program 

LCPs are planning documents that help guide developments in coastal areas and protect coastal resources. They are 
regulated by the Coastal Commission and required under the California Coastal Act of 1976. The City of Carpinteria 
incorporated its LCP into the City’s General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan. Santa Barbara County has a separate 
LCP (titled Coastal Land Use Plan), which takes precedence over its Comprehensive Plan where conflicts exist.  

City of Carpinteria General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan 

The City’s General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan includes objectives and policies related to land use and planning 
for the City. The Land Use Element identifies the types and intensities of allowable land use for different parcels in the 
City. The following land use policies are relevant to the Proposed Project: 

• Objective LU-1: Establish the basis for orderly, well planned urban development while protecting coastal 
resources and providing for greater access and recreational opportunities for the public. 
— Policy LU-1c: Where policies in the Land Use Element overlap, the policy that is most protective of 

resources (e.g., land, water, air, etc.) shall take precedence. 
— Policy LU-1d. Ensure that the type, location and intensity of land uses planned adjacent to any parcel 

designated open space/recreation or agriculture are compatible with these public resources and will not be 
detrimental to the resources. 

• Objective LU-2: Protect the natural environmental within and surrounding Carpinteria. 
— Policy LU-2b. Regulate all development, including agriculture, to avoid adverse impacts on habitat 

resources. Standards for habitat protection are established in the Open Space, Recreation and 
Conservation Element policies. 

Santa Barbara County Coastal Land Use Plan 

The County’s 2014 Coastal Land Use Plan applies to the coastal zone in the county and is a separate element of the 
County’s General Plan (called the Comprehensive Plan). Where conflicts exist between the Coastal Land Use Plan 
and other elements of the Comprehensive Plan, the Coastal Land Use Plan takes precedence. The Coastal Land Use 
Plan is intended to protect coastal resources and public access while still allowing for development in a planned and 
managed way. In general, the Coastal Land Use Plan is consistent with other land use regulations in the region, though 
there is a stronger emphasis on expanding public access opportunities to beaches, preserving prime agricultural land, 
and protecting environmental sensitive habitats. Although the Coastal Land Use Plan governs land uses in a variety of 
manners, sections most relevant to the Proposed Project and this Land Use and Planning analysis include Section 3.2, 
Development, which addresses development and land uses generally and Section 3.8, Agriculture, which addresses 
land use and development associated with agricultural parcels. 

3.12.3 Impact Analysis – Land Use and Planning 

Methodology for Analysis 

The potential impacts related to land use and planning were evaluated using the CEQA Guidelines, incorporating the 
changes adopted in December 2018. 
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Thresholds of Significance 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to land use and planning would be significant if the Proposed Project 
does any of the following: 

Would the Proposed Project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

3.12-1) Physically divide an established community?     

3.12-2) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

    

Criteria Requiring No Further Evaluation 

Criteria listed above that do not apply to actions associated with the Proposed Project are identified below, along with 
supporting rationale as to why further consideration is unnecessary and a No Impact determination is appropriate. 

3.12-1: Physically divide an established community?  

The Proposed Project’s facilities include underground pipelines, additional facilities within the footprint 
of the existing WWTP site, ocean outfall modifications, and injection wells that would be located either 
underground or on minimally used sections of existing lots. The Proposed Project would not construct 
roadways, large structures, or other features that would physically divide a community. Therefore, 
there would be no impact.  

3.12.4 Impact Statements and Mitigation Discussions 

This section discusses potential impacts to land use and planning that could result in conjunction with the Proposed 
Project. Mitigation measures are identified where appropriate. 

Impact 3.12-2: Potential to cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any 
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Because of the distributed facilities associated with the CAPP, multiple land use plans, policies, and regulations apply. 
The AWPF and pump station would be located at the existing WWTP site and would be consistent both with the existing 
zoning (Utility District) and use (wastewater treatment). The City implements a height restriction of 30 feet on structures 
in areas zoned for utilities, including the WWTP site. The AWPF structure would be 20 feet above grade, while the 
tallest tank, the equalization tank, would be 27 feet tall, within the City’s height restriction.  

Both the City and County require a 50-foot construction setback from creeks for built infrastructure to protect sensitive 
biological resources including sensitive habitat communities and special status species. The WWTP site is adjacent to 
Carpinteria Creek, and activities located within 50 feet of the creek may be subject to the setback requirements or may 
require a Coastal Commission exemption and/or amendment to the City’s LCP. However, all Proposed Project facilities 
are designed to remain outside of this 50-foot setback, in compliance with City and County policy. The WWTP site is 
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walled, with an approximately 3-foot tall CMU block wall topped by a chain link fence along the east edge of the property 
bordering the creek. Because all construction at the WWTP site would be within this developed, enclosed area, at least 
50 feet from Carpinteria Creek, the potential for construction at the WWTP site to directly affect the adjacent creek is 
less than significant. 

Because the entire City is within the Coastal Zone, CVWD will be required to obtain a CDP from the City. However, for 
prior capital projects that received discretionary review by the Coastal Commission and the City of Carpinteria 
Community Development Department, it was determined that the 50-foot setback was not applicable to the WWTP 
parcel based on the fact that the entire site was developed prior to establishment of the setback policy. This 
determination considered the current condition of the site, bounded by a concrete embankment/floodwall and paved in 
its entirety, and on historical conditions when treatment tanks and infrastructure were located well within 50 feet of the 
bank. This finding would mean that even if the Proposed Project were within 50 feet of Carpinteria Creek at the WWTP, 
the setback would not apply. However, as designed, all permanent AWPF facilities constructed under the Proposed 
Project would be located outside of the 50-foot setback area. This configuration is primarily intended to optimize plant 
operation. Potential conflicts with the City and County LCP policies on creek setbacks from the AWPF and pump station 
would therefore be less than significant. 

The conveyance and backflush pipelines would be located underground, and generally within the roadway ROWs and 
in locations designated for public infrastructure. They would therefore be consistent with applicable land use plans, 
policies, and regulations of agencies with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect. Easements would be acquired as necessary to connect injection wells to pipelines installed in 
ROWs. Once installed, conveyance and backflush pipelines would not affect aboveground land use, nor would they 
conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. Potential environmental impacts from conflicts with land 
use plans and policies from pipelines would be less than significant. 

The injection wells would be located on a variety of property types. Well Site #1 is a school property, where a well 
would be located on the edge of a field or playground. CVWD would time construction to reduce interference with 
community needs (see Section 2.10, Environmental Commitments). Construction at and adjacent to Well Site #1 would 
occur during the summer months, to avoid construction during the school year. Conveyance pipeline construction on 
Linden near Canalino Elementary School would be scheduled during the school’s winter break, in late December and 
early January. The injection well would be located on the edge of the property, and would use a portion of the property 
currently used for sports fields by the adjacent school. Once constructed, it would have a footprint of 6,000 square feet 
and would reduce the field size by that amount. This is a small portion of the property, which has a field that is 
approximately 2.5 acres. The proposed location of the injection well on this site would be on the far side of the field 
from the existing baseball diamond and across the field from the existing play area. As such, the injection well would 
not substantially interfere with existing use of the property. 

Three well sites (Well Sites #2, #3, and #4) are on church-owned properties. Wells at these sites would be located in 
either parking lots or fields owned by and adjacent to churches. Construction of the injection well at Well Site #2 and 
#3 may require temporary impacts to adjacent fields (within the well site properties) during installation of pipelines 
between the main lines and the wells themselves. Pipeline trenches may temporarily interfere with use of a portion of 
a church-owned field at Well Site #3, and a portion of parking lot for Well Sites #3 and #4. CVWD would time 
construction to reduce interference with community needs (see Section 2.10, Environmental Commitments). 
Coordination with property owners would occur to minimize interference with use of these sites, such as adjusting the 
construction schedule to occur when use of the sites are less frequent or less intensive. Potential land use impacts of 
injection well construction would be temporary and less than significant. 
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schools, would also be considered significant. Temporary construction that occurs outside of times authorized under 
the City and County Municipal Codes would also be considered significant and require a permit.  

The Proposed Project involves construction and operation of an AWPF, conveyance and backflush pipelines, injection 
and monitoring wells, and other related facilities. The Proposed Project could result in short term construction-related 
noise impacts throughout the Study Area as a result of operating heavy construction equipment, delivery and hauling 
truck trips, and construction worker activities. Typical noise levels for construction equipment is provided in 
Table 3.14-2. None of the construction-generated noises would be considered to occur over an extended period of 
time for a given receptor because construction activities would change over time, and are expected to be limited in 
duration. 

Table 3.14-2. Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Typical Noise Levels  
(dBA, at 50 feet) 

Rotary Drill Rig 851 
Excavators 81 
Backhoe 78 
Graders 85 
Crane 81 
Scraper 84 
Compactor 83 
Dump Truck 76 
Front End Loader 79 
Water Trucks 842 
Pavers 77 
Roller 80 
Flat-bed Delivery Trucks 74 
Forklifts 752 
Concrete Mixer Truck 79 
Jack Hammer 89 
Compressors 78 
Horizontal Boring Hydraulic Jack 80 
Pneumatic Tools 85 
Auger Drill Rig 84 
Impact Pile Driver 101 
Source: Federal Highway Administration, 2006. 
Noise measurements from well drilling at CVWD’s El Carro #2 in 2010.  
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Economic Setting 

Santa Barbara County’s top job sectors include government, leisure and hospitality, educational and health services, 
farm, and professional and business services. Compared to the state as a whole, the County has a higher than 
proportion of farm, government, and leisure and hospitality workers (SBCAG, 2019). The City of Carpinteria’s top job 
sectors are professional/business/information services, manufacturing, leisure services, and agriculture. These sectors 
include some of the higher average salaries, as well as some of the lower average salaries, for industries in the City 
(City of Carpinteria, 2017).  

The U.S. Census’ American Community Survey (ACS) provides estimates of community characteristics for non-Census 
years. Data is provided at the Census blockgroup, tract, and Census-designated place scale, which can be mapped. 
The City of Carpinteria has a median household income (MHI) of $69,834. Approximately 32% of households earn less 
than $50,000 per year, while approximately 54% earn less than $75,000 per year. Nearly 8% of the population of the 
City are living below the poverty level (ACS, 2019c). The poverty level varies depending on the number of people in a 
household, and the 2017 federal poverty level for California, which aligns with the ACS data used in this analysis, 
ranges from $12,060 for a single-person household and up to $41,320 for an eight-person household (ASPE, 2017). 

DWR defines a disadvantaged community as having an MHI that is 80% of the statewide MHI. Within the City of 
Carpinteria, one census blockgroup meets DWR’s criteria for a disadvantaged community; it is bounded by U.S. 
Highway 101 to the north, the railroad to the south, Franklin Creek to the west, and Linden Avenue to the east. This 
blockgroup has an MHI of $45,917 (DWR, 2019).  

Unemployment in the City of Carpinteria is approximately 4.5%, while the County as a whole has an unemployment 
rate of 4.2% (ACS, 2019b; ACS, 2019e). This is similar to statewide and national unemployment rates. 

Environmental Justice 

Environmental justice is measured in many ways, but considers minority status, income, and factors that make 
communities more sensitive to pollution, The California Environmental Protection Agency and Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment produces a mapping tool called CalEnviroScreen to help identify communities that are 
disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution that factors in existing pollution burden and population 
characteristics. Higher scores (percentiles out of 100%) indicate a higher risk of disproportionate impacts from pollution 
when considering community factors. Projects that would be constructed in communities with high CalEnviroScreen 
scores, or that would create pollution in such communities, may have environmental justice impacts. The Study Area 
south of U.S. Highway 101 has a CalEnviroScreen score of 40-45%, while the Study Area north of the freeway has a 
CalEnviroScreen score of 15 to 20%, as shown in Figure 3.22-2 (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 
2018). Note that CalEnviroScreen provides percentiles in 5% increments, but maps communities in 10% increments.
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Figure 3.22-2. CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Scores for Study Area 
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3.22.2 Regulatory Setting – Environmental Justice 

Federal 

Executive Order 12898 

Executive Order 12898: Federal actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations prohibits discrimination against or exclusion of individuals and populations during the conduct of federal 
activities. It requires all federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs and activities on minority and low-income populations. It also notes the 
importance of the NEPA public process in soliciting input from communities which may be affected by a proposed 
action. 

State 

There are no state regulations related to environmental justice relevant to the Proposed Project. 

Local 

There are no local regulations related to environmental justice relevant to the Proposed Project. 

3.22.3 Impact Analysis – Environmental Justice 

Methodology for Analysis 

The Council on Environmental Quality developed guidance for evaluating environmental justice under NEPA in 1997 
(Council on Environmental Quality, 1997). It acknowledges there is no standard way to evaluate potential environmental 
justice impacts of a project but recommends consideration of six guiding principles, which help to understand affected 
communities, providing a basis for evaluating the potential for disproportionate high and adverse effects on low-income 
populations, minority populations, or tribes. 

Thresholds of Significance 

Based on consideration of the six guiding principles recommended by the Council on Environmental Quality, impacts 
to environmental justice resulting from the Proposed Project would be significant if the Proposed Project does any of 
the following: 

Would the Proposed Project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

3.22-1: Would have disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on low-
income populations, minority populations, or Indian 
tribes? 

    

3.22.4 Impact Statements and Mitigation Discussions 

This section discusses potential impacts to environmental justice that could result from the Proposed Project. Mitigation 
measures are identified where appropriate. 



 

Environmental Analysis 
Environmental Justice 
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Impact 3.22-1: Potential to have disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects on low-income populations, minority populations, or Indian tribes? 

The CalEnviroScreen 3.0 analysis shows that environmental justice impacts are not a concern in the Study Area (see 
Figure 3.22-2 above), with the Study Area scoring between 15-45%. The Proposed Project would have a less than 
significant impact associated with environmental justice concerns. To further support this assessment, this EIR 
evaluates the presence of low-income populations, minority populations, and tribes compared to the population as a 
whole and in relation to the Proposed Project location. Direct impacts from the Proposed Project would primarily occur 
in the vicinity of proposed CAPP components. Potential impacts that are experienced further from the Proposed Project 
facilities would generally be experienced by the community as a whole and would not disproportionately impact a given 
segment of the population. 

A portion of the Study Area is located in an economically disadvantaged community, west of Linden Avenue and south 
of U.S. Highway 101. The only portion of the Proposed Project that would be located in this disadvantaged area is the 
potential conveyance pipeline that would extend down Linden Avenue. This pipeline would primarily be located within 
the downtown business district of Linden Avenue, and would not be located within a residential area. The primary 
pipeline alignment would not be located in this disadvantaged community, but would be adjacent to it, as would other 
potential pipeline alignments for the Proposed Project. Construction impacts could affect residents through increased 
traffic, noise, and dust, but impacts would be temporary. Once construction is completed, operation and maintenance 
of the conveyance pipeline would not create environmental impacts along Linden Avenue. As such, there would be no 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income populations. 

The Study Area is in two U.S. Census Tracts (Tract 06083001061 and Tract 06083001604). The first of these 
encompass the City of Carpinteria between the freeway and coast, and the Carpinteria Marsh and Arbol Verde Street 
on the far side of Carpinteria Creek from the Proposed Project. The second tract includes the area between the freeway 
and Highway 192/Foothill Road, and Carpinteria Creek to the east and Cravens Lane to the west. ACS data indicates 
that while the tract south of the freeway has a slightly lower minority population than the tract north of the freeway, they 
are similar percentages of minority (47% and 51%, respectively). The U.S. Census tract in the unincorporated area of 
the County to the west and north of the Study Area has a substantially lower minority population (29%), but has a 
substantially lower population density and includes the predominantly white community of Summerland. The U.S. 
Census tract to the east of the Study Area, that includes the remainder of the City of Carpinteria is 63% minority, higher 
than that of the Study Area. Potential impacts from the Proposed Project would therefore not disproportionately affect 
minority populations. 

ACS data demonstrates that the Study Area population is approximately 1.2% American Indian or Alaskan Native south 
of the freeway, and approximately 4% American Indian or Alaskan Native north of the freeway. Proposed Project 
components south of the freeway would include conveyance pipelines, the AWPF, and associated facilities. The 
proposed components located north of the freeway would include conveyance pipelines, injection wells, monitoring 
wells, and the backwash tank. Once construction is complete, the potential impacts from these components would be 
less than significant, and would not disproportionately impact tribes.  

Minority, disadvantaged, and tribal populations within the Study Area are limited. Construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project would not have a disproportionate negative impact on minority, disadvantaged, or tribal populations. 

Significance Determination Before Mitigation 

Less Than Significant
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4. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

This section meets CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requirements regarding analysis of alternatives in an EIR. 
Alternatives should be limited to those that meet most of the project’s basic objectives, are potentially feasible, and 
would avoid or substantially reduce any of the significant effects of the project.  

4.1 Selection of Alternatives 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides the following criteria for selecting alternatives: 

1. An EIR must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-
making and public participation. The lead agency is responsible for selecting project alternatives and must 
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. The alternatives addressed in an EIR should be 
governed by a rule of reason. Not every conceivable alternative must be addressed, nor do infeasible 
alternatives need to be considered (Section 15126.6(a)). When addressing feasibility, factors taken into account 
may include site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries, and the proponent’s ability to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to 
an alternative site (Section 15126.6(f)(1)).  

2. Evaluation is to focus on those alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen any significant environmental 
effects of the project, even if the alternative would be more costly or would impede, to some degree, the 
attainment of the project objectives (identified in Section 2, Proposed Project) (Section 15126.6(c)).  

3. The EIR should identify alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible and 
the reasons for the lead agency’s determination (Section 15126.6(c)). 

4. A “No Project” alternative must be evaluated and the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative (Section 15126.6(e)) 

The discussion should not consider those alternatives whose implementation is remote or speculative, and the analysis 
need not be presented in the same level of detail as the assessment of the proposed project. Based on the CEQA 
Guidelines, several factors should be considered in determining the range of alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR and 
the level of detail provided for each alternative. These factors include: 

1. The potential for the proposed project to result in significant impacts; 
2. The ability of alternatives to reduce or avoid the significant impacts from the proposed project; 
3. The ability of the alternatives to attain most of the primary objectives of the proposed project; and 
4. The feasibility of the alternatives.  

The analysis in this EIR indicates the Proposed Project would not result in any potentially significant and unavoidable 
impacts; as a result, none of the alternatives examined here would avoid a significant impact associated with the 
Proposed Project. However, they would lessen or avoid potentially significant impacts of the Proposed Project before 
mitigation. 

The alternatives included in this analysis were selected based on CVWD’s 2016 Recycled Water Facilities Plan, which 
evaluated four types of recycled water projects, each of which had multiple project components, for a total of 10 project 
alternatives. The alternatives considered in the 2016 Recycled Water Facilities Plan were developed based on potential 
customers, location of customers in relation to the CSD WWTP, level of treatment required to meet demands, storage, 
hydraulic criteria, and potential distribution system. From that evaluation, alternatives for the EIR were identified based 
on how closely they met the Proposed Project’s objectives, and their potential to have less environmental impact than 
the Proposed Project.  
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5. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 and Section 15130 and NEPA (40 CFR 1502.16) require that the discussion of 
environmental impacts address the following topics: 

• Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project. This discussion can be found throughout the 
subsections of Section 3, Environmental Analysis.  

• Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Significant Effects. Mitigation measures are summarized in 
the Executive Summary and throughout Section 3, Environmental Analysis. 

• Alternatives to the Proposed Project. Consideration and discussion of alternatives is presented in Section 4, 
Alternatives Analysis. 

• Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Project. This topic is discussed in this section. 
• Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project. This topic is discussed in this section. 
• Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project is Implemented. This 

topic is discussed in this section. 
• Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would be Involved in the Proposed Project 

Should it be Implemented. This topic is discussed in this section.  

5.1 Cumulative Effects 

As discussed in Section 3, Environmental Analysis, a majority of the potentially significant environmental effects 
associated with the Proposed Project would be temporary and related to construction as opposed to long-term 
operation of the Proposed Project. A majority of these impacts would be mitigated by the design of the facilities, 
compliance with applicable policies and regulations and by the mitigation measures described in Section 3 
Environmental Analysis. 

5.1.1 Cumulative Analysis Requirements 

Cumulative impacts, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, refers to two or more individual effects which, 
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The 
cumulative impact from multiple projects is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the project when added to other closely related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. 
Pertinent guidance for cumulative impact analysis is provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130: 

• An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when its incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable” in 
connection with effects of past, current, and probable future projects, including those outside the control of the 
agency.  

• If an incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable, an EIR shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that 
the incremental effect is not cumulative. 

• An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. 
• A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable (not significant), if the project is required to 

implement or fund its share of mitigation measure(s) designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 
• The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, 

but the discussion need not be as detailed as it is for the effects attributable to the project alone. 
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• The discussion of impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as detailed as for effects attributable 
to the project alone. 

• The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute, rather 
than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to the cumulative impact. 

NEPA also requires consideration of cumulative impacts (40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.25; 43 CFR 46.115), as defined in 
40 CFR 1508.7 as: “The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added 
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) 
or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time.”  

Cumulative impact analysis results for each individual resource topic are described below. 

5.1.2 Approach to Cumulative Analysis 

Two approaches to a cumulative impact analysis are discussed in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1):  

a) the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, or  

b) a summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan, or related planning 
document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. Such plans may 
include a general plan, regional transportation plan, or in an adopted or certified environmental document 
that described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.  

For the purposes of this EIR, the analysis is based on a list of projects (i.e., approach a)). The following factors were 
used to determine an appropriate list of projects to be considered in this cumulative analysis: 

• Similar Environmental Impacts. A relevant project contributes effects on resources also affected by the 
Proposed Project. A relevant future project is defined as one that is “reasonably foreseeable,” such as one that 
has approved funding or for which an application has been filed with the approving agency.  

• Geographic Scope and Location. A relevant project is in a defined geographic scope for the cumulative effect. 

5.1.3 Similar Environmental Impacts 

Projects that are relevant to the cumulative analysis include those that could contribute incremental effects on the same 
environmental resources and would have similar environmental impacts to those discussed in this EIR. The discussions 
below analyze the potential cumulative impacts that could occur when the impacts of the Proposed Project are 
considered in combination with the impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects that are 
generally subject to independent environmental review and consideration by the approving agencies. Consequently, it 
is possible that some of the reasonably foreseeable future projects will not be approved, or will be modified prior to 
approval (e.g., as a result of the CEQA alternatives analysis process). For the purposes of assessing worst-case 
cumulative impacts, however, the analysis is premised on the approval and construction of all of the reasonably 
foreseeable projects identified in this section.  
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5.1.4 Geographic Scope and Location 

The geographic scope of cumulative projects is dependent on the resource area affected and is specifically described 
under each topical section below. In general, the geographic scope includes the areas within and adjacent to the project 
site. However, for some resource topics, the geographic scope extends farther, such as the regional air basin. 

5.1.5 List of Relevant Projects 

Table 5-1 lists the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects and activities within and near the Study Area, 
identifies the type of project (e.g., residential, transportation, long-range plan), the location, and provides a brief 
summary of the project status. The cumulative impact analysis is presented in the subsections that follow. The projects 
listed in Table 5-1 include projects proposed by CVWD, the City of Carpinteria, CSD, and the County of Santa Barbara. 
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Table 5-1. Cumulative Projects 

# Project Name Project Type Project Description Location Status 
1 Caltrans High 

Occupancy Vehicle 
Lanes (South Coast 
101 High-Occupancy 
Vehicle [HOV] Lanes 
Project) 

Transportation Upgrade of 0.45 miles of high occupancy 
freeway between the Santa Barbara 
County/Ventura County lines and the City of 
Carpinteria. Add one HOV lane in each 
direction, resulting in a six-lane freeway within 
the project limits. Added lanes are proposed 
part-time HOV lanes, meaning that they will 
operate as general-purpose lanes during off-
peak periods of weekdays and on weekends. 

U.S. Highway 101 
between the Santa 
Barbara 
County/Ventura 
County lines and the 
City of Carpinteria 

Construction 
anticipated to begin 
mid-2020 

2 Black Opal Ranch 
Barn Restoration 

Commercial/Redevelopment Demolition of the 1918 metal barn and the 
restoration of the 1880’s Red Barn. 

1835 Santa Monica 
Road, Carpinteria 

Historical Lands 
Advisory 
Commission hearing 
in July 2017 

3 Cate School Master 
Plan 

Private School Master Plan 
Conditional Use Permit 
Revision 

Revise existing CUP to allow for expansion 
and renovation of existing educational and 
administrative facilities, an increased 
enrollment cap to 300 students, revisions to 
the existing onsite childcare center operation 
to align the number of children allowed with 
the number permitted by its state license, and 
authorization to use the existing portable 
public address system for sporting events and 
school functions.  

1970 Lillingston 
Canyon Road, 
Carpinteria 

EIR completed in 
2016 

4 Claus Properties 
STA Claus LN Mixed 
Use 

Commercial-Residential Mixed 
Use 

Mixed use consisting of four commercial lots 
and three residential lots.  

800 Santa Barbara 
Street, Santa 
Barbara 

Revisions requested 
in July 2018 by 
Historic Landmarks 
Commission 
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Although many of the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 could have similar geologic impacts to the Proposed 
Project, geologic and soils impacts are generally site-specific and depend on local geologic and soil conditions. 
Additionally, all construction projects over one acre must obtain a Construction General Permit from SWRCB, which 
would cumulatively reduce potential erosion and sedimentation impacts. 

Potential impacts related to the Proposed Project are not additive with other project impacts and are therefore not 
cumulatively considerable. Although the Study Area is prone to seismic hazards including risk of strong seismic ground 
shaking, liquefaction, and expansive soils, these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation measures requiring geotechnical evaluations for potential seismic and soils hazards. Thus, the Proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulatively considerable geologic, soils, or seismic impacts would be less than significant. 

5.2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

GHG emissions and their contribution to climate change is a global issue. Because GHG emissions affect global climate 
change, evaluation of cumulative impacts is not based on adding emissions of all reasonably foreseeable projects 
(which would not be feasible on a global basis). Instead, the geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts for GHG 
emissions is the South Central Coast Air Basin, for which significance thresholds have been set by SBCAPCD for 
stationary sources to identify projects which may have a significant GHG impact, either individually or cumulatively. 
Construction-related GHG emissions are associated with operation of off-road construction equipment, worker and 
vendor vehicle trips, and hauling trips. Total GHG emissions from construction of the Proposed Project are estimated 
to be 1,043 MTCO2e over the entire 15 months of construction. Long-term GHG emissions from operation of the 
Proposed Project, including vehicle maintenance trips, energy consumption, and landscaping activities, would result in 
an estimated 842 MTCO2e of GHG per year. As discussed in Section 3.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and shown in 
Table 3.9-1, GHG emissions from the Proposed Project would be below the SBCAPCD thresholds of significance for 
operation of stationary sources: 10,000 MTCO2e per year. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
GHG emissions would be less than significant.  

5.2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials encompasses 
the Study Area and immediate vicinity. Cumulative projects within proximity to the Study Area may include facilities 
that use, store, dispose of, or transport hazardous materials. Cumulative projects would be required to comply with 
regulations applicable to the use, disposal, and transportation of hazardous materials and compliance with applicable 
regulations would reduce potential cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. With respect to the use and 
accidental release of hazardous materials in the environment at construction sites and the inadvertent mobilization of 
existing hazardous contaminants from construction activities, effects are generally limited to site-specific conditions. 
With implementation of proposed mitigation requiring a hazardous materials management plan for both the AWPF site 
and all construction-related activities, the Projects contribution to a cumulative impact related to routine transport and 
potential release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

For cumulative effects on emergency response plans and emergency access, the effects can extend to regional 
roadways that could be affected by construction-related traffic. Together, the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-
1Table 5-1 are dispersed throughout the City and some may disrupt streets during construction and could result in 
cumulative impacts associated with disruption of emergency access and response times. As discussed in Section 3.18, 
Transportation, mitigation requiring development of a Transportation Management Plan would require coordination with 
emergency service providers and reduce the Proposed Project’s contribution to hazardous materials impacts to less 
than significant. In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure CUM-1, 
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described in Section 5.2.17,Transportation below, which would require that CVWD coordinates with applicable 
agencies to ensure that different haul routes are used to minimize impacts to the traffic network. With implementation 
of mitigation measures, including implementation of a Transportation Management Plan and coordination with 
emergency response agencies and the agencies implementing cumulative projects regarding construction schedules, 
the Proposed Project’s contribution to the cumulative emergency access impacts would be less than significant.  

5.2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water quality is the Study Area and 
immediate vicinity, including Carpinteria Creek, Franklin Creek, and the Pacific Ocean. During construction, the 
cumulative projects could together violate surface water quality standards by exposing and disturbing soils and causing 
erosion and siltation in and downstream of the Study Area. Thus, the potential for cumulative water quality degradation 
during construction would be significant. The Proposed Project would require excavation and could contribute to water 
quality impacts during construction activities within both terrestrial and marine environments. However, because the 
Proposed Project would comply with necessary permits, including the State’s Construction General Permit and 
SWPPP, as well as construction BMPs in Section 2.10, Environmental Commitments, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant..  

None of the projects identified in Table 5-1 would directly impact groundwater quality, though residential and 
commercial projects could result in some increase to groundwater pumping if private wells are installed, which could 
affect groundwater levels or quality. The Proposed Project would inject purified water into the groundwater basin for 
later recovery, and would not contribute to cumulative impacts on the groundwater basin. 

The cumulative projects would increase wastewater flows to the WWTP through additional residential and commercial 
development, but would remain within the permitted capacity of the WWTP which is 2.5 MGD (approximately 1.4 MGD 
higher than current wastewater flows to the WWTP). The Proposed Project would not contribute to changes in 
wastewater flows entering the WWTP, but would beneficially reuse wastewater from the cumulative projects. The WDR 
permit for the WWTP would be updated to address changes from the Proposed Project, and would not alter the 
permitted capacity of the WWTP. Therefore, cumulative operational impacts would not result in violations of the 
WWTP’s WDR.  

There is potential for development in the Study Area and nearby vicinity to alter stormwater flows due to impervious 
surfaces and grading activities. However, compliance with City codes requires stormwater management measures be 
implemented if 2,500 square feet or more of impervious surface is created by a project. With incorporation of these 
stormwater management measures at each cumulative project site, cumulative stormwater impacts would be less than 
significant. As demonstrated in Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Proposed Project would not contribute 
to flooding or stormwater flows beyond the enclosed boundaries of the WWTP, and all stormwater at the WWTP would 
be captured and conveyed back to the WWTP headworks for treatment. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
contribute to cumulative flood or stormwater impacts. 

5.2.11 Land Use and Planning 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative land use and planning impacts consists of the City of Carpinteria and 
the adjacent unincorporated Santa Barbara County areas. The cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 would not result 
in cumulative land use conflicts, as proposed development within designated parcels would be in conformity with the 
land use and zoning designations (either as proposed or after zoning designation amendments). With mitigation to 
reduce noise and traffic during construction, the Proposed Project would not physically divide a community nor conflict 
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with land use plans or policies. Thus, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative land use impacts would be less 
than significant.  

5.2.12 Mineral Resources 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative mineral resources impacts consists of the Study Area and immediate 
vicinity. Although the Study Area is designated by the California DOC as MRZ-3, indicating that the significance of 
mineral resources could not be evaluated from available data, no mineral resources recovery sites have been identified 
by local plans within the Study Area. Offshore oil operations exist in the region. Modifications to the ocean outfall, which 
is located at a depth of 21 to 24 feet below mean sea level, would require divers and a support vessel. However, these 
modifications would have no impact on offshore oil drilling activities. Due to the absence of mineral resource recovery 
sites within the Study Area, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative mineral resources impacts would be less 
than significant.  

5.2.13 Noise 

For noise and vibration, the geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts is limited to the immediate project vicinity, 
as well as areas adjacent to any routes designated for access and hauling. Almost all of the projects listed in Table 5-1 
could contribute to cumulative impacts associated with short-term construction noise. The extent of the impact would 
depend on both the proximity of the cumulative projects to the components of the Proposed Project (see locations in 
Table 5-1), and the possibility that the construction schedules would overlap. Given the uncertainty regarding 
construction schedules for other cumulative projects, it is assumed that there is a potential for overlap in construction 
periods that could result in a significant short-term exposure of sensitive receptors to elevated noise and vibration 
levels during construction. Operational noise impacts of the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 would be associated 
with noise generated from the new land uses such as from traffic generated by the new development projects, or 
operational noise associated with activities such as bussing students, delivery truck trips, HVAC units, or heavy 
machinery use.  

As discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, the Proposed Project would generate temporary, periodic increases in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the Study Area during construction. Construction of the injection wells and the monitoring 
wells would require up to three weeks of 24-hour drilling, which would be a significant contribution to cumulative noise 
impacts. Construction of the AWPF and pump station would also generate substantial noise levels from pile driving, 
which is a significant contribution to cumulative noise levels. However, the mitigation measure included in Section 3.14, 
Noise is extensive, requiring equipment shielding and sound barriers, mufflers on construction equipment, measures 
to reduce vibration, and temporary relocation for residents within 100 feet of nighttime drilling. Given the distance of 
the Proposed Project to cumulative projects, the short-term nature of construction, and proposed mitigation measures 
to limit construction noise, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative construction-related noise impacts would 
be less than significant.  

The Proposed Project would add new above-ground facilities that generate noise, including the pump station, and 
equipment at the injection wells and AWPF, which could generate noise above the City’s noise regulations for the 
specified land use. However, because of the distance of the proposed facilities from other cumulative projects and 
implementation of noise minimization measures during operation, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
operational noise would be less than significant. 
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5.2.14 Population and Housing 

The geographic scope of cumulative population and housing impacts is the City of Carpinteria and the adjacent 
unincorporated Santa Barbara County. Because the Proposed Project would have no impact on population and 
housing, there is no potential for the Proposed Project to contribute to a cumulatively significant population and housing 
impact. 

5.2.15 Public Services 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on public services is within the City of Carpinteria and the 
adjacent unincorporated Santa Barbara County areas. As discussed in Section 3.16, Public Services, the Proposed 
Project would not contribute to the need for new or expanded fire protection, police, school or other public facilities. 
However, as discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Proposed Project has the potential to 
impact emergency response times. The Proposed Project’s contribution to impacts to emergency response times would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of proposed mitigation measures. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulative public service impacts would be less than significant.  

5.2.16 Recreation 

The geographic scope of cumulative recreation impacts is the City of Carpinteria and the adjacent unincorporated 
Santa Barbara County areas. The Proposed Project would have no impact related to increased use of recreation 
facilities and would not require the construction or expansion of recreation facilities. Therefore, there is no potential for 
the Proposed Project to contribute to a cumulatively significant recreation impact. 

5.2.17 Transportation 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts related to transportation is the roadway network in the Study 
area, including the U.S. Highway 101 and associated on-and off-ramps, and the key roadways in the Study Area such 
as Linden Avenue and Carpinteria Avenue. The cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 could together contribute traffic 
to these roads during construction (due to the increase in truck trips associated with the delivery of equipment and 
material, and temporary closure of lanes/roads to accommodate work area). Development projects would also increase 
traffic once constructed, potentially resulting in unacceptable traffic delays at nearby intersections or increases in traffic 
on the regional freeway system. However, the Proposed Project would generate limited operational traffic impacts due 
to the minor increase in O&M activities associated with the Proposed Project. Thus, the Proposed Project’s contribution 
to cumulative operational transportation impacts would be less than significant. 

Given the number of cumulative projects within the vicinity of the Study Area, the Proposed Project could contribute to 
cumulative construction-related traffic impacts because the projects would likely utilize the same roadway systems for 
materials transport. South of U.S. Highway 101, Linden Avenue is the main roadway that runs through Carpinteria’s 
downtown area. Carpinteria Avenue is the only continuous street running through the City on the south side of U.S. 
Highway 101 and is the primary roadway through the City’s central business district. Although the proposed pipeline 
alignments would likely follow local streets to the south of U.S. Highway 101 to reduce construction-related traffic 
impacts on Linden and Carpinteria Avenues, to the extent practicable, the Proposed Project would likely impact a small 
portion of these main roadways, as would construction of other cumulative projects. Although implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures would reduce project-specific impacts through a Transportation Management Plan that 
implements traffic safety controls and coordinates with all relevant transportation and emergency service entities, the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts could be considerable. Implementation of Mitigation 
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Measure CUM-1 would ensure that the Proposed Project’s contribution to traffic impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. The proposed mitigation measure would require that CVWD coordinates with applicable 
agencies to ensure that different haul routes are utilized to minimize impacts to the traffic network. 

Mitigation Measure CUM-1: CVWD and/or its Contractor shall coordinate with the City of Carpinteria, Santa Barbara 
County and CSD and their contractor, as applicable, to coordinate construction schedules and construction materials 
delivery routes to ensure that roadway impacts are minimized during Proposed Project construction, either through the 
use of different haul routes or through timing of construction. In the event that construction of the Proposed Project 
occurs concurrently with Caltrans construction on U.S. Highway 101 in Carpinteria, coordination with Caltrans on 
construction schedule shall also be required. 

5.2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources encompasses the cultural APE and 
immediate vicinity. The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources if the 
Proposed Project and other cumulative projects in Table 5-1 were to adversely affect tribal cultural resources within 
the vicinity of the Proposed Project. The cumulative projects could result in cumulative impacts because the majority 
of them would require excavation activities that could encounter previously unrecorded tribal cultural resources.  

As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, there is potential for the Proposed Project to affect cultural resources 
in the APE. However, the Proposed Project’s contribution to this potential cumulative impact would be less than 
significant with implementation of proposed mitigation measures, which require monitoring of ground-disturbing 
construction activities and management of any previously undiscovered resources that are encountered during 
construction. The Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative tribal cultural resources impacts would be less than 
significant.  

5.2.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts would be confined to the Study Area and immediate vicinity of 
the Proposed Project, within the service areas of the affected utility providers (water, wastewater, stormwater and solid 
waste), and where utilities could be disrupted. The cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1Table 5-1 consist primarily of 
development projects that could increase the need for additional water supply, wastewater treatment facilities, and 
solid waste capacity due to the increase in residential and commercial uses. Cumulative projects could also create new 
impermeable surfaces and require additional stormwater drainage capacity as development projects could be 
constructed on currently vacant, unpaved lots. Additionally, cumulative projects could disrupt existing utilities during 
construction activities due to excavation. Thus, cumulative impacts on utilities would be considered potentially 
significant. 

The Proposed Project is an indirect potable reuse project that would result in a potable water supply to bolster reliability 
in the context of supply uncertainty associated with imported water supplies. During drought conditions or other supply 
shortages, imported water supply could be severely curtailed, resulting in inadequate local supplies for CVWD 
customers. The Proposed Project is intended to improve supply reliability for existing and planned uses and would not 
include housing or induce growth as discussed in Section 3.15, Population and Housing. Thus, it would not require 
new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities or generate long-term solid waste disposal needs and would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts with respect to these services. As described in Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, the Proposed Project would create minimal minor new impermeable surfaces, associated with construction of 
the AWPF, pump stations, and injection and monitoring well sites. Stormwater would be collected onsite and diverted 
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appropriately to the CSD WWTP headworks or the City’s storm drainage system. Due to the locations of these facilities 
away from other cumulative projects and the existing developed/paved nature of the AWPF site, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative utilities and service system impacts would be less than significant.  

5.2.20 Wildfire 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts encompasses the Study Area and immediate vicinity of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is not located in an area designated as high-risk for wildfires and is not 
anticipated to exacerbate the risk of wildfire. As discussed in Section 3.21, Wildfire, the Proposed Project’s contribution 
to impacts to an emergency response plan or evacuation plan would be reduced to less than significant with 
implementation of proposed mitigation measures. The cumulative projects are dispersed throughout the Study Area 
and some may disrupt streets during construction. With implementation of mitigation measures, including coordination 
with emergency response agencies and the agencies implementing cumulative projects regarding construction 
schedules, the Proposed Project’s contribution to the cumulative emergency access impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5.2.21 Environmental Justice 

The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts to environmental justice is within the City of Carpinteria and the 
adjacent unincorporated Santa Barbara County area. A significant cumulative impact related to environmental justice 
would occur if the cumulative projects would substantially result in a disproportionately high and adverse impact on 
low-income, minority populations, or Indian tribes. As discussed in Section 3.22, Environmental Justice, the City of 
Carpinteria is predominately Caucasian and the City has an MHI of $69,834. As shown in the CalEnviroScreen 3.0 
analysis in Figure 3.22-2, environmental justice impacts are not a concern in the Study Area. However, a portion of the 
Study Area west of Linden Avenue and south of U.S. Highway 101 is considered economically disadvantaged. The 
Proposed Project would not result in a disproportionately high and adverse effect on the economically disadvantaged 
community because the potential pipeline segment within this area would primarily be located within the downtown 
business district of Linden Avenue and would not be located within a residential area. Once construction is completed, 
O&M of the conveyance pipeline would not create environmental impacts along Linden Avenue. Minority, 
disadvantaged, and tribal populations within the City and adjacent unincorporated County Area are limited and the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to a cumulative disproportionate negative impact on minority, disadvantaged, or tribal 
populations would be less than significant. 

5.3 Growth Inducing Impacts 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) requires that an EIR “discuss ways in which the Proposed Project could foster 
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment.” The analysis should consider whether projects “would remove obstacles to population growth” which 
could require construction of new facilities that could cause environmental effects. The EIR should also “discuss the 
characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the 
environment, either individually or cumulatively.” 

The Proposed Project would enhance local water supply and reliability. Although the Proposed Project would create a 
new supply of water, the new supply of water would offset reliance on surface water and storage at Lake Cachuma. As 
described in Section 2.4, Purpose and Need for Proposed Project, future allocations of water stored at Lake Cachuma 
are expected to be reduced, and the Proposed Project would help to offset this anticipated reduction of existing 
imported water supplies. The Proposed Project would improve supply reliability during drought when deliveries may be 
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reduced, as competition for surface water sources increases, and as the impacts of climate change on existing water 
supplies and demands are realized. The Proposed Project would not induce unplanned growth; rather, it would offset 
water supplies that currently come from increasingly limited surface and imported sources. As explained in 
Section 3.15, Population and Housing, the Proposed Project was considered in the 2016 UWMP (CVWD, 2016a) and 
the 2016 Recycled Water Facilities Plan (CVWD, 2016b) to serve the water demand increase that was projected by 
2040. The Proposed Project would serve existing and planned water demands and would not develop a new water 
supply that would directly induce unplanned population growth that would change the planned demand for community 
service facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. Thus, the Proposed Project would result in less 
than significant growth inducing impacts. 

5.4 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) and NEPA (40 CFR 1502.16) require that an EIR describe “any significant 
impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance” and provide reasons why 
a project is being proposed, notwithstanding any unavoidable significant effects. Section 3, Environmental Analysis of 
this EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the Proposed Project’s potentially significant environmental effects and 
feasible mitigation measures. Section 3, Environmental Analysis also identifies the level of significance of the 
environmental impacts, both before and after mitigation. Based on the results of the analysis in Section 3, 
Environmental Analysis, the Proposed Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable environmental 
impacts. With mitigation, all potential environmental impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. The final 
determination of the significance of impacts and the feasibility of mitigation measures will be made by the CVWD Board 
of Directors as part of its certification of the Final EIR. 

5.5 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) and NEPA (40 CFR 1502.16) require that an EIR address any significant 
irreversible and irretrievable effects. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d) requires discussion of the extent to which a 
proposed project will commit future generations to similar uses, given that a large commitment of resources makes 
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. The CEQA Guidelines also note that irreversible damage can result from 
environmental accidents associated with a project. Finally, CEQA states, “Irretrievable commitments of resources 
should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.” NEPA requires discussion of the relationship 
between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. NEPA 
also requires an explanation of any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in 
the proposed project should it be implemented.  

As described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, long term operation of the Proposed Project could 
involve potential environmental accidents due to the limited use and quantities of hazardous materials, such as cleaning 
and degreasing solvents, sodium hypochlorite, ammonium hydroxide, antiscalant, and other materials used in the 
regular maintenance of the treatment units, pumps, and injection wells. Trips to and from the injection well sites for 
maintenance activities may also involve hazardous materials, such as gasoline and solvents. Maintenance trips to the 
injection wells would occur only once per week and Mitigation Measure MM 3.10-1a would require the preparation 
and implementation of an updated Hazardous Materials Business Plan for chemical storage and use at the AWPF site. 
Potential environmental accidents associated with the Proposed Project, as analyzed in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, were determined to be less than significant with mitigation and adherence to existing regulations. 

The Proposed Project would commit substantial resources to creation of the AWPF, and it would commit future 
generations to the indirect potable reuse of recycled water. Given the degree of capital investment necessary to 
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implement the Proposed Project, it is unlikely that it would be reversed by future generations. Once the Proposed 
Project is implemented, it would intermittently cease operations to conduct routine maintenance or repairs. However, 
it would commit CVWD and its service area to the ongoing operation of the AWPF for the lifetime of the project. 
Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed by implementation of the Proposed Project include 
electricity and fossil fuels. The environmental impact of consumption of these resources was addressed in Section 3, 
Environmental Analysis and found to be less than significant. For example, the Proposed Project would reduce the 
energy intensity of CVWD’s water supply by offsetting surface and imported water with the local recycled water supply. 
The irreversible environmental changes would be justified by the need for a reliable water supply.  
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6. REPORT PREPARATION AND REFERENCES 

6.1 Report Authors 

This EIR was prepared by CVWD and Woodard & Curran. Special studies developed to support this EIR were prepared 
by Rincon Consulting, Inc., Flow Science, Inc., and Pueblo Water Resources. Staff from these agencies and companies 
that were involved include:  

CVWD 

• Robert McDonald, General Manager 
• Brian King, District Engineer 
• Alex Keuper, District Analyst 

CSD 

• Craig Murray, General Manager 
• Mark Bennet, Operations Manager 

Woodard & Curran 

• Rob Morrow, Principal/Project Manager 
• Carrie Del Boccio, Deputy Project Manager 
• Rosalyn Prickett, Principal/CEQA Task Lead 
• Sally Johnson, CEQA Deputy/Analyst 
• Alexis Cahalin, CEQA Analyst 
• Haley Johnson, CEQA Analyst 
• Enrique Lopezcalva, Water Resources Practice Lead 

Rincon Consulting, Inc. 

• Jennifer Haddow, Principal  
• Steven J. Hongola, Principal (Biology) 
• Christopher Duran, MA, RPA, Principal (Cultural) 
• Lindsay Griffin, Senior Biologist/Project Manager  
• Derek Lerma, Marine Resources Program Manager 
• Monica Jacinto, Associate Biologist  
• Jaime McClain, Associate Biologist  
• Jessica DeBusk, BS, MBA, Principal Investigator/Program Manager 
• Jorge Mendieta, BA, Associate Paleontologist 
• Tiffany Clark, PhD, RPA, Senior Archaeologist/Principal Investigator 
• Hannah Haas, MA, RPA, Archaeologist 
• Dustin Merrick, Archaeologist  
• •Susan Zamudio-Gurrola, MHP, Architectural Historian  
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Flow Science, Inc. 
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